Efforts to include a broader set of actors, knowledges and values in
Introduction
Environmental legislation and environmental protection agencies have been established in Western democracies since the 1970's.
Citizen and stakeholder involvement in environmental decision-making has been increasingly emphasised since the end of the 1980's and has been "seen as integral to sustainability since the inception of a global sustainable development agenda" (Boström et al 2015: 8) . There are today numerous international political declarations of the importance of public involvement in environmental planning and decision-making. The Aarhus Convention (1998) states that citizens should be entitled to access to information, public participation in decision-making, and access to justice The arguments put forward for public involvement are that it can be a means to enrich environmental decision-making with knowledges and values and be a key remedy to technocratic decision-making, lead to better decisions that mitigate environmental degradation and contribute to democratic legitimacy and empowerment. Yet, to accomplish this is a precarious process that entails various theoretical and practical problems, not least when environmental problems are increasingly complex and transgress political-geographic boundaries. Who are the concerned publics when it comes to global environmental problems, and what can be the forms for involvement when issues transgress the political-administrative boundaries of national or local governments?
We also know that efforts to involve publics many times are pursued by decision-makers without much concern to enrich the decisions according to public values or knowledges, but rather with the motive to legitimise already taken decisions, prevent conflict or with the mission to inform an 'ignorant' public and to increase trust.
But it is not only a question of good or bad faith; even when public involvement is motivated by substantive and normative rationales, government-led public engagement initiatives can, as an effect, support a consensus seeking, narrowly framed and depoliticised agenda and therefore exclude important environmental values and concerned publics. It is therefore highly welcome to bring together research that discusses government-led public engagement exer- In this paper I will discuss these questions in relation to my own on-going research as well as in relation to the two other contributions to this special issue. Public engagement and the politics of the environment can be studied as practices in which legitimate participants and stakes are made real and with various scaling effects and possible futures as a result.
Participatory governance and environmental decision-making
The papers by Alan Irwin and Erlend Hermansen in this issue both bring up climate change but also a variety of other environmental issues: flooding scenarios and adaptation, global food security, rainforest depletion, biotechnology. These issues are (or can be made to be) interrelated in several complex ways and they have to various extents been subject to public engagement ranging from social movement activism to more top-down public engagement exercises.
Participatory governance is a standard in several policy areas, not least in the area of environmental politics and science, technology and innovation; but the rationale for involving publics or a wider range of stakeholders, as well as how such initiatives play out in practice will differ in different policy areas depending on the insti- Imaginaries that policy-makers use to frame publics can be powerful, but they are also context specific, intrinsically embedded in the history and practice of particular organizations. For example, the assumption of publics as non-existing entities, as lacking hermeneutic capacities, or as threats, have emerged in relation to particular times and contexts of scientific governance in the UK, as shown by Welsh and Wynne (2013) . Welsh and Wynne argue that by bringing together the distinct fields of STS and social movement studies we can improve our understanding of the relation between science and publics. The papers in this issue on government-led top-down approaches to public engagement relating to climate change adaption and global food security (Irwin, this issue) , and on the achievements of environmental movement actors in global climate change politics (Hermansen, this issue) can both be discussed in relation to the wider question of how STS and social
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What is at stake 21 movement studies can be brought closer to each other. I suggest that one way to do this is by focusing on how agency and public engagement in environmental politics are shaped through processes of linking actors, issues and scales.
Linking actors, issues and scales
Public engagement in environmental politics can always be discussed as a question of scale, for instance what the appropriate scale could be for government-led public engagement initiatives that concerns global issues or how an environmental NGO in a small nation like Norway could contribute to big achievements in global climate politics. Depending on whether issues are framed as local, regional, national or global, different issues will be seen as being at stake. By ascribing problems specific spatial characteristics, actors implicitly advocate a certain way of dealing with the problem as well as who should be responsible for taking action and who the potential concerned publics could be. Ascription of spatial identity is a performative act: localizing or globalizing an issue imbues it with meaning and creates opportunities for political action as well as for public engagement (cf. Czarniawska and Joerges 1996: 21) .
Climate change is one of the most successfully framed global issues today. Climate change is only potentially a global political issue, although there might be politics (i.e. administrative and organisational boundaries) created at local, regional, national and international levels. Issues that are 'globalised', i.e. framed as global as an outcome of a politics of problem-labelling, may be used more efficiently to exert moral pressure on governments to act, than issues that are not framed as global issues; the label global may also give environmental NGOs a "viable mandate for operating outside the countries in which their supporter base and fund-raising lay" (Yearley 2005:48) . However, while the label global gives the impression that it concerns us all, it does not demonstrate that the issues might not concern us all equally, and that there are in fact crucial differences in terms of the responsibilities for and impact of climate change. These boundaries can always be re-negotiated.
In the 1960's and 1970's grassroots mobilisations around pollution were reinforcing the responsibilities of the state to take environmental considerations, resulting in legislative changes in many Western democracies at this time. The Nordic countries were sometimes forerunners. For example, in Denmark biology and architecture students hijacked a conference in Copenhagen in 1969 and displayed the effects of pollution and waste dumping in front of the participating scientists and politicians. After this event the environmental group NOAH was established and expanded rapidly through local groups all over Denmark. In 1971 NOAH was asked to advise the newly founded Ministry of Pollution on the drafting of a Law of the Environment that came to be boosted as one of the most far reaching in the world at the time. NOAH was not happy with this. They expressed critique against the adopted legislation, since they wanted a much tougher regulation (Jamison et al 1990) . This happened in a political economy that was different from the world of the events described in the papers by Irwin and Hermansen, possibly a less decentred one (although this can also be debated). 
